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:Aﬂ merit pay for teachers $& debated across-the State, the Austin Indepen~

ot < Summs | .
.>1 hary |
¢ . 'l

dent School District is studying the issue to determine locsl options -
and the relative potential benefita from each for both teachers and th
District as & whole. Tha:'0ffice of Research end Evaluation has rev‘qwﬁd
and s rized available fesearch on merit pay systams. The complete
aummazgmziy be found in ORE Publlcation Number 83.40, Merit Pay for

" Public opiaion polli ghow thdﬁlmoat Americans favor merit pay for teachers;

. Journal reported that move ch&h half of those raspond%ggﬂgg@p:sad the

* Teachers' and,adminiacranors'.drgAniiations generally oppose merit pay,
- . the fact that all teachers are underpaid.

revealed the following widely sharad beliefs and gene¥al‘nonc1usiong.

Teachers: What Experience Has Taught Others.

surprisingly, a survey of teavhers conducted by the American School Board

concapt.

though they have lately besn wmore flexible. Their position has tradi-
tionally beén that thers is uot a valid, fair way to evaluate teachers.
Furthdr, they beliave that the we-it pay issue diverts attentions from

.

Although there ib much controvery surrdunding~cha.metit pay issue, a
review of recent lLiterature and of auccﬁq{%g; merit pay programs

‘. -Mer&q-dwurde'shdulg be added to, not substituéad for,
. reasonable increases based on saniority, academic cradit,
. cost-of~living, etc. Teachers are underpaid as a group.

e Most merit pay programs that fail (and moat do) do 8o because
the evaluation procaduraes and/or instruments are inadequata.
" No program will work if teachers ara not convinced of the ro
validity of the rating system. :

e At present thera is no measurg of teaching quality which has !
been proven valid; procass measures, as opposed to presage
or produat maasures, show the most promise for tha futura.

e If a merit pay plan is adopted, it must be adequately financed.
The awards must be large enough to be a real incentive, and
must be available to all teachers who meet pradeterminad
criteria., Quota systems should be avoidad. Of districts re-
porting to the Bducational Resaarch Service (ERS) a merit pay
program of 10 years duration, the median average award in 1982-83
was 31450, Awarding this amount to 16% (the median percentage
reported to ERS) of AISD'e 3,300 teachers wdpld cost the District
$765,600 a year. » .

o In ediition to the cost of the awards, a good evaluation system
will increass administrative costs significantly. ‘

NG ]
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Incentiva pay plaus, which do not presume to judge the quality of teachers
but provide more pay for more work or for f£illing asgigoments daamad to
be of greater importance to the district, avoid the problem of valid
avaluation and may be eagier to implement than merit pay. Housaton's
Second Mile Plan ig mogtly an incentivae plan, awarding stipeuds for teach-
ing in low-income schools, being certified to teach in curriculum areas where
gshortages exisc, accumulating graduate college hours, accepting addi-
tional duties, and having few absances. Awards are also nfade to all
teachars at schools where students' gains on standardized achievement
tests are higher than the norm for aimilar schools in HISD. Although .
there are questions about this method's validity, making thesae score-
_ based awards on a schoolwide basis at least -avoids pitting teacher

against teacher within a school. | o - o

| N | B
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' Bell has supported mefit pay' for over 20 years.

?- . Merit Pay for Teachers -

b

H.‘* . .
as merit pay for teachers is debated scross the State, the Austin Inde-
pendent School District is gtudying the issue to detsrmine local options
and the relative potancial §s§qgita from each far bocth taachers and the
District as a whole. There dlready exist some guccessful merit pay
programs across the country. The charactaristics of these should be use~
ful in deciding AISD's approach -~ or deciding nqt to have a merit pay
plan., Public Ypinion and the opinions. of groups of educators will
{nfluencé the acceptance of a merit pay plan and deserve careful atten-

tion. Comsequently, this report is intended to summarize Tor AISD staff
what experience.has taught others about merit pay for taschers.

E.. History

Farly in this century, merit pay was "the norm for compensating teachars,"
according to one review (Educational Research Service 1983). Beginning '
{0 the 1920's, more and more .school systems began to adopt salary sche-
dules in an attempt to ehd the disparity in pay betwean elementary aad
secondary teachers and batwedn males and females. Use of marit pay ra-
vived in the 1950'se, stabilized around 10% in the 1960's, then declined
in the 1970's. ' . ~

Now, in response co,thé widely peé&eivad &eclina in school effectiveness,

merit pay is gaining favor again. The most recent national survay (ERS
197¢) found that fewer than 4% of the nation's séhool districts ware using

. merit pay, but that number is probably higher now, and will probably

continue to climb.

-

II. Attitudes Toward Merit Pay

-

Public. A recent Newsweek pollﬁ’EiEéE“in the Septamber 1983 issue of, .
the American School Board Journal, found that 80% of those polled favored
merit pay; & probably more va id Gallup poll put the figure at 61X.
Clearly, the concept has strpng public gupport.

Politigians. Given this public suppoit, it is not surprising that §olic1~
cians have bagun to express their belief in merit pay. The Reagan .

Admin{stration saw an opportunity to take the side of concerned parents

against glant teacher unjons (Cramer 1983). Secrecary of Education Terral

~

Outside tha administration, meri: pay has drawn support from:

- The House of Representatives, which establishaed a Task Force on
Merit Pay for Teachers in June 1983; , ‘ N

© » John Glenn, who has announéed a plan for 23,000 national merit
awards of $1,000 each, and;

-~ The scate of Florida, which has appropriated $233 million to fund

\J
-
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& m&rit pay program, and Texas, Arkansqb, Arizona, Georgla, and
L Maryland, which have formed commissions to.study the issue.

School Administvatprs. The American Association of School Administrators
supports merit pay, with some qualifications. They believe that &ll

teachars' ualar% should be raised before any merit¢ pay system is begun,

and that there t be agreement concerning the administration of the .
gystem among teachars, administrators, and the comhunity. The National
Association of Elementary School Privcipals ia agaimst merit-psy, while . '
.the National Association of Secondary Schocl Principals bélieves thar o
incentive pay plans are worthy of further discussion (ERS 1983). o :

Teacher Unions. The American Federation of Teachers opposas merit pay but
recognizes the realitias of present public and political cpiniong. Thay .
propose the following criteria for merit pay plans (McCormick 1983). ° oL

- Any new compensation plan should include higher base pay for all
‘teachers.. .
- New teacher evaluation patterns ghould be neg&iiated, £o protect'
;aachets' ratings against subjectivity and local achool politics. ~
- Teachers who do not' receive extra pay should suffer no loes of
tenure, status, or security. - .

- Dacisions to grant ektra pay must Se subject to fair and objective
review procedures.. ' '

- Applying for and recaiving merit pay should ba voluntary amd opaen
to all; awards should be made to a substantial proportion of staff.

- "Simplistic" measures, such as achievement scores alone, are not
acceptable.

- Any plan adopted must be agcepted by the local union.

The National Education Association is oppo to merit pay, but "willing

to talk about anything" (Ficklen 1983). ey state that "NEA is categori~

cally opposed to any plan...that bases the compensation of teachars on

favoritism, subjective evaluation in thp.abs ce of clearly defined perfor~
_.mance criteria, student achievamenc,or'gqugfﬁrbitrary standards” (Ficklen

In general, nﬁgons beliave that there is no fair way to evaluate teachers. |
They fear that merit pay is a public ralations ploy that will be used to- |
keep most teachers' pay low while telping only & handful. Their position

1g that all teachers are underpaid and that merit pay plans divert atteo~

tion from this. ' _ -

Rank-and-File Teachers. ‘A 1989 survey conducted by the American School
Board Journal raported that 63% of the .teachers responding endoread the
concept of marit pay. Thirty-nine parcent think that principals should do
trs evaluating, while 25% prefer their peers. ¢
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Forty-one parcent of teachers responding gald that the criteria should

be & combination of sffectiveness and seninrity/academic cradit; with !
aach wéighted equally, while 277 'wantad a combigation with the emphasis '
on avaluated performance. Only 18% were in favor of salary datermined

by seniority/credits alone.(the traditional union stance) .

The major fears of péacﬁurs are that merit racings encourage teachers to
‘ramain silent sboul' problems, fostsr competition among teachers, and com-
pal teachars to conform to th€ attitudes of the rater.

" The last of these has soms raegearch support. Clarke (1973) showed video-
tapes of teacher parformances to ratere, each of whow Jjudged each
c%pcher'a overall qualiry. Resulte showed that & teacher's rating depended
on the congruence of the reacher’'s style (academically-oviented or child-
canterad) with the rater’s preferrad style. '

III. What Experience Says , . | " "f

Marit pay 1s a subject of intense debata and has been for years. Canse- o
_quently, hundreds of viewpoints, opinions, and experiences have found ' o
.their way into print, including at least two actaempts at exhaustive
gurveys Ly the Educational Research Service (1979; 1983). Tha following
digest of findings draws heavily on these two reports, as well as on &
racently published compendium from the Phi Delta Rappa Center on Evalua-
¥tion, Davelopment and Resazrch (1983), and a serias of articles in the
September 1983 "{ssue of the American 8chool Board Journal. | '

‘Rqadigg thesa surveys leads to tha conclusion.tha although there are | ' f
miny differences of opinion on merit pay, there are also many widely ‘ ‘

qﬁifed beliefs and gemeral conclusions to be drawn. . .
. . . ' i ) ' ) N . '\'. “:

-d;IJEpr base pav muet be compatitive. Merit awards should be in .°.' -
addition-to ressonabla lncreases bad:i on seniority, cost-of-living, ’ 4“’:&&
académic creédit, etc. ‘eachers are In general underpaid. | - T

3

t fail (and most do) do gso becauss the svalumeion

ments are inadequate. Evaluators must be well
trained and competent. In Dalton, Georgia, for example, all principals
,racaive formal evaluetion training and are certified in performance eva-
luation techniques by the state. Tha instrumaat used must upe objective,
behavior~based ratings and must be carefully develqped and validated.

1f teachers do not have complete confidencg in the validity of the ratings,
a merit pay system will not wogk. e
Merit raises must be available to all who qualify, -based on pradetermined
criteria. A quota system pits taacher agsinst teacher snd shoild anot be
used. - ’ : ‘

A merit pay system must bs sdequately financed. A good merit pay plan _
will cost mora than a regular salary schedule. The maerit awards themselves ‘
nust be large gnough to be a resl fncantive to tsachers., .
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”Mésg’districtn u&gercatimhcu the costs of merit pqy. Increased costs ate’
y incurred in three major areas. o ‘

<
-

e FPirst, the ptogram;mmzt'ba well and thqroughly planned, including -
the development and validacion of a good ssgessment instrument )
and extaensive training for the raters.

_ e Second, administrative costs will go up, by 18% according to
one estimate (ERS 1979). ‘

~.

e Third, of coursa, are the maerit awards themsalves.

N\, To get & rough idea of the.potentisl cost of the awvards, we defined a
successful merit pay program as one which has lasted at least 10" yaars
and made & list of the districts nptionwide that veported "guccessful"
programg to the ERS survey (1983) and also provided information comncern- |\
ing the perceatage of gghchara raceiving awards and the size of the .
avarage swavd. Amcng the- sight schiool districts meeting the criteria,
the median percentage of_ teachars receiving awards was about 16%.(range
3% - 100%), and the median of the average awards was $1450 (range 8360 ~
$3300), (See Pigure 1 for a complets 1ist.) Leaving agide: the signi-
ficant question of how much must be awarded to how many teachers to have <«
a real impact on the quality of tesching, awarding 31430 a year to 16%
of AISD's spproximately 3,300 reachers would cost the District about
765,600 a year. . T T o~ . ' :

t+

Teachars, administrators, school board members, and community leaders
»should all bu involved in devaloping the plan. It must be accepted and .
supported by all before it. ie implemented. A superintendent who has run
s merit pay program for 20 years eays, "bon't try (to impose a8 systaem

on teachers) unless you're only a couple of yesrs from. retirement”

(“Heed thesa voices..." 1983), ’ f

If principals are £o_gerve 8s gvaluators, their jobs must be structur ¢ !
to sllow the tims necessary, for effective evaluations. Dalton, Georgia's
prime¥pals sppnd from aix to eight, wveeks per achool year on parsonnel .

" gvalyatioons. ) :

!
. ~

The plan itself should be publicizad, but vinners' names should not- be
made public. . , ,

IV. The Biggest Problem: A Valid, Reliable Assessment Method -

A true merit pay plan necessarily raquires evaluation of teachers, and i :

the major objection to merit pay has always been that there is no proven ‘ “
" method to measurs good teaching. Soar (1983) has raecengly published an |

extensive review of che literature on measures of teacher quality; his

conclusions should be carefully considered by thoss who want to avoid

the iavalid evaluation methods which have plagued most merit pay systems.
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There have bean tgzzn-goneral approaches to measuring tgacher effactive-
ness. The firac, 'presage meagurss, are those that describe teachers
: . ' ‘before they suter the classroom. Examplas ark such things as IQ, National
A ‘Teactfr Bxams (NTE) scores, degres status, graduate courses in seducation,
| : and years of experience. The second approach uses process weasunes -
what actuslly happens in the classroom, including classroom organization
. and interactions bstwean teacher and pupil. “The third major dpproach
uses product measures, or measures of change that occurs in students
as & result of spending ¢ime in the classrooms: The most coumon is aca-~
. demic achievement, but attitude meagures are also usad, .t

Such pradictors as IQ and NTE scoras have not baaen shown consistently
to relats tc eny criterion of teacher effaectiveness. . (Not even Educa+
tiénal Testing Service, tha publisher of the NTE, makes such claims.)

\ \
The usual product messuraes, acedemic achievemsnt scoraes, Iikewise are
not sdequata despite thaiv intuitive appeal. If teachers knotr that
their studsnta' end-of-year test. scords are going to be used to determine
their pay, the tamptatiom to "teach to the test" will be overvhelming;
moreover,  axtra effort must be put into test security and monitoring to
inguré the integrity of the scores. Finally, some statisticians believe ‘
that there are no really valid ways to correct for pranaxisting.dif{arcnces.
in the ability levels of different classrooms (Campbell and Erlebacher .
-+ 1970). S - e e .

td

-

Dillas' merit pay plan, begun in 1983, relias heavily on studeats' test
scords; it should be interesting to see bow it works out. Iu our opinion,
their propoae& meagures sre inadequatae. fioustdén's Second Mile Plan also-
provides for stipends bssed on test acores, but there ars many other
critetis as waell. . . ’

14

Sg;r'i (1983) conclusion is that process meagures show the most prounise,
tut that research has only begun to rakate specific teacher behaviors to
' good outcomes for students. One review of the literature has found al-
most no correlation between behavioral ratings of teachdr affectiveneas
and. any reasousbly objective msasure of student outcones (Medlsy and
Mitzel 1959);.a more racent study (Coker, Madlay,and Soar 1980) assessad
five evaluation instruments having "considerable devalopment” and found
oo consistent correlstions between competsncy scoraes.and pupil outcomes.
This finding hes been confirmed in AISD (Holley 1978). Ratings have also
bean showa to be affected by observer biss (Clarke 1973) aad "halo
affects," the tendency of ratings on supposedly specific attributeg to _
raflect the tater's ovarall judgement of the person (Cooper 1981). ) ' |

Nevertheless, process measures can be valid if the raters are well
trained; the ratings are of vary specific behaviors, and, most impor-
tantly, these behaviors ars knmown empirically to be ralated to student -
outcomes. According to Soar's (1983) review, only three maasures of
classroom bahavior have been shown to be useful across all pupil groups,
objectives, and grada lcvyls. hThgle are ’

. L4

L )

S - R




*

83.40

o Minimizing negative affect,
e Minimizing physical movement and socializing, and
‘s Organizing smooth, efficient transitions.

. Theredfter sffactive styles of teaching denended on students' socioeco- - \
. nomic status, cognitive level, and grade lavel. -This is an active arss
of ressarch, howaver, so empirical gvidence about effective techniques
should continue to be publisghed. *

To summarize briefly this discussion of assessmant mathods: at present
there is no single measura of teaching quality that is known to be valid;
process measuras show the greatedt promise for the future.

. - 4 X

V. A Differeut Approach -~ Incentive Pay

An approach to differential pay which does not &ttempt €0 avaluate

teacher quality offers sn alternative to merit pay. Incentive plans

can be broadly defined as systems which pay teachers according to their
valua,. with value defined in terms of the amount of sarvice provided

or -the critical needs of tha disgrict. rather than as quality of teaching.’

| Houston's Second Mile Plan ig, for the most part, an incencive plaa.
- Of the seven criteris for extra pay, only one, "Outstanding Educational
Progrees by Students,” is evaluative. However. the awards are based on
achievement gains at a schoolwide level, so this plan at least avoids
pitting teacher against teacher within a school (although avaluating
veachers by their students' test acores is gtill controveraial).

. . t_

"

The other six criteria in the Houston plan are:

o Teaching in a school with a high concentration of economically .
. and educationally deprived studeats, . )

: - _ o )
e Being certified and teaching in a curriculum area in which ' |
teachers are in short supply, ' |

' |

. Accumulaﬁing graduate college hours in curriculum and instruc-
tion appropriste to one's assignmant or to an assignment in an
area of critical shortags,’

s Having an outstanding attendance tecord,

¢ Accepting instructional responsibilities requiring extra ducy
" time, and .

e Recruiting another teacher into the district.

{n the second year of tha plan (1980-81), the attendance baseline require-
ment for eligiblity was decreased from 10 to 5 absences or fewer.

4

10'.‘
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Houston's program has coincided with/decreases in teachers who e€esiyn,
retire, and transfer; in staff vagfincies; in staff cturnovaer; and '{n
teacher.absences. #cademic ach¥@vement improved, although HISD has been
| caraful to point out that seysral programs designed to improve achieve-
| mant have been implemented 4{n tha last few years and thac ‘achievemert \
- gains cannot be attributed to thg Second Mile Program alone.

In tl.. first two yeary of the program, about $l1l millico was naid to

, approximacely 10,000 teachers, for an avarage of $1,100 par teacher.

. In che first ysar, two thirds of HISD's taachers qualified; this was re-"
duced to one third the sacond year because of the reducticn in baseline
absences allowed for cae :o/ggalify. ‘

Teachers' attitudes toward the plan have been dlixed. In the middlae of

the sacond year, only 58% of stipend recipients and 39% of nonrecipients i -
thought it should contiaus. - « " 7 -, -
HISD believes that incencive pay should be in additica to a higher base
pay rate for téachers and has proposed raising the beginning teacher's
salary tc $21,000; with no more than 10 years of axperience naeded to }
qualify for $34,000/year. The Disctrict has also. proposad offaring haalth " j
. insurance through a health maintenance organizatiod, expansion of a van g
pool program, and providing low-cost day -care for employees’ children® , u
aged 18 months to four years. . . ' ’ '

Ll

+

VI. Conclusions . ‘ . | o

The curfent climate of. public and political opinion favors paying the S
"bast" teachers the highest salaries. Although most ‘teacher merit pay

plans fail, and although the fsdaral govermment found it to be unworkasle o
) (Silverman 1983), aand private industry has found it to be at best very - Yl A1
¢ difficult to implement and of questionable effectivaness (Lawleg 1981;

Brinks 1980). the idea has such intuitive appesl thst it contioues to.
thrive. ‘

As wa have tried tc show, merit pay is expensive and requires a lot of
planning and development to have any chance at succepé. The major, and
pcrhaps.xnsurmoun:abla. problem is the developwent of a valid, reliable
evaluation system. It appearf that an incentive system such as Houston's
Sacond Mile Plan could reward teachers based on'cthelir value t. the
District while avoiding the probldms i{nherent. in trying to rite the quality
of teaching.
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Figure 1:- 1983 CHARACTERISTICS OF MERIT PAY PROGRAMS WHICH
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